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~==;=====it==:"C);:~b Cgmmjgiqnei IftIr ngtlC01m bIIrtng.

:':='J:t=r:::==:r==:~
mlinttln I """=Ienr •..,""" " lit fpr1b In II. Ilpm;tIQD,

W JbI CQrrIniMtpn". "'CPtJ ttw .ui""""" gf tbjlllJbMc;tiQn fQr gqgd
ca"Ie IbQWD~ der ,LJCb nQllce IOd helma, If lIlIY.• the Cgmmjs.jon I1'IDY
reguim,

PART 3. "'ERAL RlQUIRIMENTI FOR RECORDS AND R!PORTS

111:114-10. ehall tile
The recatd , rapart. and Mng requt...... IIt8d in 11111 Chapter shIIIl

lIppIy to all . telmpmnunAtIonl MNioI pmyjdBI'I operating

17
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b

181:11-17-1. 1lMat. of local telecommunlcatlona _Mea
(a) Elimination ;I.1e rwtltetlona. Except aa provided in this Subchapter,
88dt teIecommunicIItiona ..Mel provider hal the duty not to prohl)it. and not to
Ir1me unlUlOnlblll or dilcrminetDry conditions or limlt8lionl an, the resale of tis
..IIIaxnmUl'1ications .rvi08l. Te'-eommuntcatfons urvica mllY be resold. either
on a .lIInd-alone Ib••iI, or •• part of • package at services. Any

n
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RM 9soooool9 -All Sources Proposed Rules - March 4,1996 01:57am)

••commu~naMNIce prtMder, in order to .nbtr a _Nice t8rritory, may build
facilities, resen -..viCH, reeel1 network elemenfs, or any combination thereof.

(b) =- rwIIIctIon. A lelBcamllllllllclllirn ...,.. provider Iha1
abtllina, at ....., • teIeoommunications servicehi......ble lit relllil
only tD a . CIItegory of end-uH11I may only ....n8uah ..rviae to the ...
category of end-Users,

(e) IncumblntlLICwholl... ratII. &ch incumbent LEe has the duty to offer
for resale, lit 'whOlesale rates, any telecommunicatians .Nice that the incumbent
LEe provldee .t retail to end-ulera WhO .. not ....communlcdona ..rviae
providers. VVhalen......of-W-lhIIIacinde castllItIrIxIbIbIe to rurketing,
billing, COIKtio'" 8nd other COllIs that wt1 be avoided by the IncUmbent LEe In
providing the service on I wholesale blsis. .'...

~4'ti 44··
~i -.

(d) AuIDmdId In18rfaCM. To the extent an Inoumbent LEe prOvId. be", Its
atftliate. or Ita ~ublldtlry automated acceaa for P\I'POIIIIOf initiating aervice
ordering, m81n:E".,ce. or rep.., .id incumbent shall make:a\d1. access available
to the ••m. and far the ..me put"pOlUlS, to other ••ccxnmunications
service provide," on nas, terms, and conditions that are jam, reasonable and
nondiscriminllto'1Y.

115:55-17-11 ,~ntaunclllnl of Incumbent LEe nlitwOlka

I .
Ipt or I bOna lid. nlquest. .ach i\cUmbent LEe shaD en,.r Into

na tD unbundle tis network elements to the uehang.(a) and/or
1PeC:IIcI~ requeated In the bona fide req~tI, Said unbundling ahal be

avalleble at any nically feulble point on rates, termer and conditions that are
just, reuonable,ljlnd nondl8criminatory. Subject to the negotiation and arbitration
requirements ofOAC 165:55-17-5, .aid unbundling may inciLme:

97

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(8)
(T)
(8)
(I)

IatrIbutIon:
cenb _lion;

r;

_lad nnaport Ii..:
nrwport 1ink8;
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(10) SilnaHing wr point;
(11) Such .-viae point functionally ,......My for interconnection and
rgutlng call ~nd to jfaalltate aetf-provisionlng by another talecommunleationa
..Nice provider of apnbundled lervioe functiona.

(b) Prior to enI8rtng~ inIIIrlATA toll market. SWBT shall. at I minimum, offer
to unbundle Ita~\.menl8 _ faDowa:

(1) UaJ"1Dop~fIam.. cenllaloIIiae1D..encs.uael's pnamiMs
which Is unbundl8itmm local awttchlng or aIher1IrViceI:
(2) LoGaI nnapc\wt from the trunk IIde d • wlNIne .lecommunicati0n8
.rvice provfcler~ which is unbundled from awItohing or other _rvices;
and, \
(3) Local~ unbundled from tre,.polt local loop transmialion, or
other service.
(4) Ncmdl8crtmin~toryaccess to:

(A) 1111 and:t.1IIVil:es:
(8) Dtreclory ra eerw.1D aIOW ae. tllecamnuiclltions ..Nice
providers' end....... to obtain tetephone numbers: and.
(e) Operator ca~ completion ..rvic8I.

(c) Subsection (a) of "'Is Section ahall not be applicable to • rural telephone
company until such timt • the CommlsStOn haa determined that the bona fide
request is not unduly eConomically burdensome, is techniCIIIIv fe_fbi. and is
consistent with universal!service.

(8) Local exchange .Iecommunlcationa networtca lhal be inteIconnected,
where t8Chnically fealibr.. so that end-ulera of III1Y "ecanmuniClltions terVica
provider can aamIeI8Iy -.net and/or receive _. without any diminution in service
quality regardlesS of the teIecommunicatlona 88rvlce provider ..tected by the end­
UHr or the called party, I SUCh intaroannec:tion &hall be made avalllble, when
naquested by • oom~ tlllec:ommunications aervice provider. on an unbundled
b8s. equally and on 8 n~ndiacriminatory balls.

(b) A telecOmmun~ service provider shilB make ..lable any
interconnection...NiC8, lor networt element. provided under an IIgrHment to
which it Is a party and which has been approved by the Commiesions pursuant to .
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OAC 1e5:55-17~7 to any other requeatlng telecommunications _rvice provider
upon the .ame .",,8 and conditions _ those provided in the ag,.."enl

(c) Intercon on arrangementa must be rn8de avIIIlabie puraun to • wrlttan
requeat. No 11II or unreaaonable delay by any ".communications ..rvice
proyider1D wi be aIowIId, ur-.. ordwlld by 1M CommJaelon, lifter notice
and h.aring. If dtapute ariles that CIInnGt be ...... betwln the pattlea. the
parties may tile" '" 8PPltcation with the Commilllon to .-quest a resolution of the
dispute by the ~rnission. pursu-m to OAC 18!5:55-17..".

I

111:SI-17.'±IIPIDcal comperwatlon

Ca) local te , unlOlltiona traffic ..... be terminated on • nondiscriminatory
basis for recip~1 compenution. The~wI not conIider~ t8rms and
condItiOns for ~proClI compensation to be juat III'Kt reasonable-un...: .

i

(1) Such rmllnd conditions providl for the mutual and nteiprocal recovery
by each te mmunlcatlons service provider at the costa aaaociated with the
transport an termination on 8Ich tellcomrnunlcltlo,. ..rvice provider's
network tacit related to tratllc that originates on the network facilities of the
other tele municlltiona service provider, lind,

(2) Such ,mrma and conditione determine MId ee-ta on the _. of •
reasonable aPproximation of the addltionlll COlti of terminating laid traftic.

(b) This Section abaO nat be construed:

(1) To preclude arrangements that atrold Ole mutual recovery of costs
through thIt .otruttJng of reciprocal obIigationa, InclUding a"angementa that
waive mutual recovery (SUch as bnl-and-k_p amlng.menta); Of,

(2) To require teIeconvnuniaBtionI seIViae pnMdtn to maintain records with
r••pect to the additional coata Of sates tnltfic,

115:55-17-17. t.lumber portability and dialing JMIr1ty

(a) In Gen••I. AD teIecommunicIItions service providerIlUbject to OAe
185:5S-17.S(b)<rl) have the duty ta provide, to the .-nt technlcaUy feaalb".
number portablQty In accordance with requirement. pracribec:l by the FCC. Until

80
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the date the FCC Juea Ita regUlatIons to require number partibility, number
portability wit be~ 1hrouah ..mote cal forwarding. direct inw8rd dililing
truna. or other 00I1'I.... anangementa, with • 1liiie impairment offunctioring,
q.-ay,I8Ii8bIIy,=-.paatIble. In 1IddIIlIn, .. tlIleoDmmull1al1ll
_Nice providers provide dIdng parity to ..... en ........r to have the
IIbIly to routI~. •WIthoUt the ... of q 8CCMS cade. their trdIc to the
talecomm\l'1tc11tions .... provider crt the enckJMr'a ...1gnatIor.. nagardleaa of
which t8Iecommun~ .-viol provtder origin.... and termlnatBl the trafftc.

(b) Addltlo.... 8"~ "-qui..".. To the extInt a tllllcDmmunleatians
••rvlc:. provider~ In encI-uur to nItIIJn the ume .,hane numbel' when
changing service:!: within a wire centar, MId taIeoommunicIItIona HrYice
provider mUll allow ........r to ,.., the ..... telep;,one number when
changing _Nice . ,ne.-nd taleGommunicattonlaeNlcl prcMden; within awire
center.

(c) Public Mum'" ....OUteOL Until the data by which telecommunications
numbering adminis n guidelines are establilhed by the FCC, the incumbent
LEe. shaD provide 8Ot8I8 to telephone numbers for ••ignment
to the other teIecomm' I8rvice provlcln eNkJlers. Altar that date.
compliance with such CC guidelines. plan or rules is ."quired.

(d) Coet NCOVery. \The coata of eatabBahing telecommunications numbering
edmini&tr8t1on arrang"'ems and nLmber poltabiBtY wi be borne by all
telecommunications aetvice provide,.. on 8 campetitively neutral b_ia con.latent
with FCC rule. and regplation8.

I

I
111:15-17-'1. UnlverUlMrvlce

Univerul MrVile IIe--_lithe CommIIIIan'slelecamrnunicna
pollG)'. Tho PUl'PC*t of .....1D .....1hIIta.e~ have access
to balle r8Sidential in voice and/or relay service It • reasonable and
alfOrdable price. .

I

111:81-17-21. unlve"\'._rvlce fund

(.) TtMt eommiaiJ may __lith a~ SeNa Fund ("U6Fj to
preserve and advance u1'Mtrsall8Nice in Oklahoma. Every telecommunications

81
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_Nice provider hall contribute, on an eqult8ble end nondiscriminatory bas•• for
the prel8Mdion ~ advancement 01 unlVerl8ll8N1C8 m0ICIan0m8, In e manner
establlhld by Commlalan .

(b) VWhin~ (SO) days after IUbmIIeIon~ the CoI.lnllllon'8 AfjtIacy Rule
R.,rt 1fMI1d:::-Subchapter to the OIdIhDmIlJIgII......, the ComniatIon....i.... .far..PlJIPGI8 d lntIedgllllllg" need tD...bIiIh • USF.
The docket lhal tncIude, but not be hllBd to, ......ofe. cW.dIian of bIIIc
local urvlce... ClIIauIatIon of ••ubUIy, If any,~ tD _tppaI'l the goal of
universal sa' and to de1IInni18 • tell DlmuniDIIIanI __ ptOVIde,..
elglHIty far 01 any funding. 8checIuIing of..docket... be"nedto
complete the .."-lIon 01 univeruI _Moe wit*' OM hundred
_hty (180) d~lorthe~ date ofthll8ubd1ap1er. unae-'aIhJt.... ard~1'IId .
by the Convn..~.

, .
. . !",:"

115:11-11-23. ~ondlacrlmln.tory.=- to Itgtna-or-way

(8) Each~ I8rvice prcMder..ubject to CAe 185:55--17-5 ihall
alford~ lis ..... cIucII. candulIa, -.ad 11lIII*4.., til oilier
te8commu .mae providers on ,... a.rma, ... condItiona that are Just.
,..onabae and EiIcrinWIatmy. Rights-ofoWlY Ihd Include public rights-of-way,
and private righ -of-way, tD the extent that acceIl to· privllle rightI-of-way II not
restricted or pro Ited by I8w or COl Ita iiCl I .' "

r

(b) If a te mmuniClltiona ..rvice provlder-awnar or ,..... of. pole, duct,
conduit. or . mtendl to modify or.rauch pole, duct. conduit. or right-
rJI-way, UId uniolUon& service prgvicIIIr ...... whenever posaI)le. provide
thirty (30) daY' vance wrttten notification of such actIOn tD any entity that NI.
obtai1ed lin 19 IUCh conduit or f1Dht m that auch entitym~ have
al88lOn8ble tID Idd to or modify 10 att.IChIMN. ItIry entity that
.dds to or mod ItIIXIItIng dachment r reaeIVIng IUCh noIIIIcatIan ahell
bew. prapo,.... .,.... of the COItIIncUred by the owner or ...... In making
such pole, duet.1 conduit, or right-of-way ace.II"'. ,

(c) An enIIlY~ ab1ai1lanlllt8chment to a pole, conduit. 01' Itght-af-way shall not
be rwqulnld to~. II"Y of the COllIs of~ or~ II dachment. If
such rurrang nt or replacement II I8quIIed ....... fA an additional
attIie:tmMt or madIftcIIIIon ofan....~.aughtby 8IrI other entity,
including the oWner or lass. of auch pole, duel canduit. or Iight-af-way.

82
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(d) An entity that eng in the provilion of telecommunications aervices shall
mpua. to Its cam of P'fOvIklnlg auch services (and charge any ldRliate. aubaidiary.
or..ociatIt c:anpany in the provision ofsuch aerviaII) an equal amount
tD the pole attachment for which auch ccmpany would be lillble.

(a) CommIuion'l Ibilly to arbitrate agreMlents between
....conwnunic8lloM providera when negotiationa have *uIted in • party
requeating the Cot.il.lon to 1I'bItnde, the .llcanmunicationa urvice provider
awNngfa~ that arel the 8Ubject of artIlh1Ion anan provide to the Commission
the fallowing coat stud... for thole _rvicelin dllpute, no ....r th8n one hundred
sixty (180) da,. IIfbIr~ receipt of a request for negotiation:

(1) Long-run indwm.ntal COlt rLRIC, atudiel and :ltUdies identifying •
contribution 11:) co",mon coati for Interconnection of f8cDies and network
elements; or,

(2) Marketing. bl~g. calection and other costa that win be avoided by the
telecommuniClltionalaervice provider for any ....old ..rvioes.

(b) To faeiliblte the ~'mlliuion·. abmty to review and approve negotiated
agreemente between unicltions service providers. both parties shall
provide to the Commi ion Sta". within ten (10) dIIys foIloWtng the request, m1y
information. including L Ie stud.l. nece••ry to demonsbate that the negotiated
agreement does not d . Inate against a teleeommunlcations service provider
which is not a party to agreement

'18:15-17·21. PrIcing d IInputdon mndanla

(a) InlM'Connection and network element ohargea. PriceI for network
allwantslnd .. of f8c1Uties and equipment shaU be d.emed juat end
reasonable if they are :

i

(1) Baaed on the COlt. determined without reflfW1ca to • rate-of.retum or
other nate-baaed p i1Q, of providing the Interconnection or network
elemenl whichever· applicable;

(2) Nond.·m",to'ry; and,

83
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(3) Include, reasonable profit.

(b) Charg•• ,Jpr vanaport and tMmlndon of traftlc. The terms and
CX)ndlliona for I8Ciptocel campenatiOn .hall be consIst8nt with OAC 1ee:55-17-15.

(c) VUhol•••h~ for ....communlaatlOna HrvIaeL Telecommunications
.ervlce provlde,.. Iah.n provide~ ...... for au nan telecommunications
.ervices'oId~ on the basil of the ,.. .... excluding the portion
tIw8afdrib tD MY marketing. billing. colection and other COlli that win be
avold.t by municatiMs serVice provld.... in providing the service on a
wholesale basit. '

(d) South~ Bell Telephone CompanJ imputation. Southweatem Bell
Telephone~.... charge Ita....,or impUte to tlMlf If USing tne access
far pr'O'Mion dill ,..Nic8I. an llft'lount far~I to Ita telephOne service and
exchange 8CCISI at Is no Ies_ then the amount charged to any'undiliated IXCs
for such ..NIce. .

103

I
I
I

1

I

(t) End r
for basic local ...
local .ervlce of
otherwise ome

. No competitive LEe shall charge-tny end-uler a retail rate
ce which ia mont than 5" above the .Iective retail nit. tOr basic
e incumbent LEe, induaive of WACP or EAS tdditive,; unless
by the Commission, lifter notice and he8ri~.

I185:55-17·21. C er of l.Il.t ReeortIEIlglble Taleeommunleatlon. C.nter

Each incun t LEe is dealgnated _ a carrier Of L.-t Relon fOr the tenttory
for which It • certifiecl on the date of the ldoPtion of the Federal
Telecommuni nl Act of 1998. For the purpose of eligibility to receive federal
univeraal aervice~UPportunder 47 U.S.C. 5214(e), each carner of Lat Resort is
de.lgnated as a eligible telecommunications service provider for ttl relpective
.Nice tIIrTttory. . eligl)1e telecommunications service proVider Shal, throughout
Its ..Nice temt.ory:

I

(1) Offwritelecommunication...... a.t are au,ported by Federal
univerul .. IUpport mechanlams under 47 U.S.C. §254(c), either using
Its own facI or • combination d its own t.cllItIea and ,..Ie of another
telecommu ona service providerl 88t'Vices, including the .rvices offered
by another el~bIe tel-communications service provider: and,

(2) Advert~H the availability of such telecommunication. servlcel and the

M
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Oregon·

503-378-6191/fx5505[combs@enms.state.mi.us]
503-373-7133

... See Volume VI for the Text of Orders shown in boldface::: in the text.

1. Certification requirements and removal of entry bamel'S (Section 253).

Each competitive provider must fill out an application for a certificate of authority and send it to the
OrPUC. ORS 759.020. The requirements are described in OAR 860-32-005 through 860-32-020. Two lists
of competitive providers in Oregon are included in the document package. Oregon state laws have been
gradually amended to allow competition. In 1993, a law was passed allowing local exchange competition.
ORS 759.050. Small telephone companies are exempt from these requirements until January I, 1998. We
have not identified any rernaininf entry barriers in Oregon, as entry barriers are defined in Section 253.

In January 1996, the OrPUC issued an order granting the first certificates of authority to three companies
desiring to compete for switched local exchange service. Order 96-021. These companies are currently
Involved in negotiating interconnection agreements. It is likely that OrPUC will be involved in assisting the
parties with their negotiations As yet there are no carriers providing competitive local services, so it is not
pOSSIble to list the services being provided. Competition will begin in earnest in the Portland, Oregon
metropolitan area as soon as one of these companies is up and running.

2. Interconnection and coUocatlon (Sections 251(a), (c)(2). & (c)(6).

The OrPUC's rules related to Open Network Architecture set forth in Order 93-852 and in the order related
to competitive providers. Order 96-021. The Open Network Architecture rules are in Division 35 of the
Oregon Administrative Rules. fhe point of interconnection may be at any place where it is technically
feasible Order 96-021 required compensation for exchange of local traffic to be on a bill-and-keep basis,
pending development of a cost-based method of assessing charges (pages 52-61). A work group was
established to develop a reciprocal compensation mechanism by early 1998. The OrPUC required LECs to
offer both physical collocation and virtual collocation in its Order 93-852, however, the portion of the
order requiring physical collocallon was overturned by the state courts. The OrPUC has now appealed this
deCision to the US. Supreme (ourt Virtual collocation IS still required.

3(a). Unbundled access (Section 25l(c)(3), 252(d)(1).

The OrPUC's Open Network Achitecture rules, OAR 860-35-010 through 860-35-130, require
unbundling Rates are to be tariffed. LECs offenng enhanced services must impute the tariffed price that it
charges to others whenever it w,es a service itself. The large LECs have ONA tariffs on file. These tariffs
have very limited unbundling at this time, pending an upcoming order in OrPUC Docket UM 351. This
docket addresses the level, extent, and implementation of unbundling key portions of the LECs' networks
(e.g. loops. switching, transpoTl, signaling). Several proposals before the OrPUC would require extensive
unbundling. including functioDaiities which could be considered proprietary (e.g., Signaling System 7 (SS 7)
(worrol points and protocols);'· decision in Docket UM 351 is expected in May 1996.
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3(b). Pricing of unbundled access (Sections 25l(c)(3) and 252(d)(I).
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In Order 93-1118, the OrPUC adopted the following test for cross-subsidization: "The per unit price of
each service must cover its volume-sensitive costs. Revenues from each service shall cover the volume­
sensitive and volume-insensitiv: costs for the building blocks that comprise the service, plus any service­
specific costs. Revenues from !'.roups of services shall cover the volume-sensitive and volume-insensitive
costs of the building blocks tha comprise the services in the group, plus any group volume-insensitive costs
for all the services in the grou) Exceptions to this guideline must be identified and justified. "

The costs referred to are forward-looking costs, determined based on seven cost principles that came out of
the UM 351 Cost Workshop (~ost Report - Volume I. These principles, also adopted in Order 93-1118,
are

LONG RUN Long Run implie. a period long enough that all inputs are avoidable.
LEAST COST TECHNOLOGY Long Run Incremental Cost (LRIC) estimates should reflect the overall

least-cost technology for the network.
COST CAUSATION Cost will be associated with a building block or group of building blocks to the extent

costs are incurred in offerillg the service in general (both new and existing services) or providing
additional service. Any difference in cost between the overall least-cost technology and the least-cost
technology for a major fun,:tion of the firm should be attributed to the building block or group of
building blocks that cause I he selection of the overall least-cost technology.

NETWORK CONFIGURATION The current location of, or planned changes to, existing network hubs
and spokes will be used in;ost estimation methods. Additionally. facility cost estimates will be based on
a complete replacement asslmption. and will reflect the overall least cost alternative as required by Cost
Principle number two.

BUILDING BLOCK AND SERVICE COSTS LRlC estimates will be developed at the building block
level. A building block is lite smallest level of network functionality that feasibly may be tariffed and
offered as a service.. The LR1C of a building block is based on the cost elements associated with network
functionality. The cost of a particular service is determined by combining the appropriate building block
costs and all other costs ca Ised by the decision to offer the service (e.g., product management for 800
servIce)

INCREMENT The concept at LRlC is based upon an increment that is large enough to capture all relevant
changes in the total cost of the firm caused by the decision to offer the service or provide the building
block

FACTORS AND LOADING~ In order to capture costs associated with the provisioning of a building
block. factors and investmtnt loadings should be used when costs cannot easily be identified directly.
Factors and loadings cons I t of annual cost factors and investment loadings.

Common costs are not include, in the cost estimates developed using the seven cost principles. The OrPUC
IS currently reviewing the allol ation of common costs and is expected to issue an order on that issue in
May 1996

The OrPUC's philosophy with respect to marginal costs IS stated in Order 90-920, pages 16-17:" Rates
which reflecr the incremental ( Ir marginal) cost of service encourage better resource utilization by
conveying accurate price signa,s to consumers of these services. If rates do not reflect incremental cost,
consumers may be induced tOj nake inefficient purchasing decisions and waste valuable resources. This basic
pnnciple has been recognized i 'y the Commission for many years in the pricing of electricity and natural gas
service. lr is no less applicabk to the pricing of telecommunications service."
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Rates that are set at a level equal to at least marginal cost will insure that cross-subsidization and anti­
competitive behavior do not occur. Incremental cost analysis is essential to the existence of effective
competition in the telecommun lcations industry

LECs are allowed pricing fleXIbility, within reasonable parameters, to adjust their prices to respond to
competition and other market objectives. Order 96-021, page 82. Pricing flexibility in this instance means
that companies may offer discount plans based on quantity and length of contract, as well. Some special
contracts include volume discounts. US West has implemented Local Transpon Restructure in its intrastate
access tariff. Rate deaveraging is allowed by ORS 759.050(S)(b). If the OrPUC were to decide at some
point in the future to order the fully-regulated LECs to implement a deaveraged rate design, an additional
universal service mechanism tl provide suppon to targeted high-cost residential customers would be
implemented, as well.

The Universal Service rate determined in Order 93-1133 is a separately-stated rate paid by panicipating
carriers into the universal serVice pool of funds.

3(c). Rates, terms and conditions (Sections 251(c)(2)(d) and 252(d)(1».

Interconnection tariffs for interconnection between LECs and new entrants have not been established. LECs
are required to offer ancillary iervices to their competitors using the rates, terms and conditions at which
the LECs offer these services 0 independent local exchange carriers. Order 96-021. The amount of
regulatory oversight and the pi'icing principles involved in the provision of ancillary services vary depending
on the service involved. Some interconnection terms and conditions were established in Order 96-021.
Competitors will panicipate ill Oregon's universal service plan known as the Oregon Customer Access Fund
(OCAF) Plan. They also must provide E-911 service. LECs are required to interconnect with competitors
on the same terms and conditi; Ins that they use to interconnect with each other. Competitive carriers are to
foIlow eXisting protocols and 'rocedures and install equipment that complies with network standards.

4. Mutual compensation (redprocaJ compensation) (Sections 251(b)(S) and 252(d)(2).

As a short-tenn solution, the \ )rPUC has adopted bill and keep as the compensation arrangement for
transport and traffic tennination, to be in effect for not more than
24 months. Order 96-021 alS( established a work group to formulate proposals for a reciprocal
compensation structure The ,goal of the OrPUC is to implement an integrated pricing structure that is
nondiscriminatory and technologically neutral, and that encourages the most efficient use of network
resources Based on our current best estimates of costs over the long term, prices for end office termination
and tandem termination woule he different, but the difference would not bc~ large.

5 .. ResaJe (Sections 251(b)(1) & (c)(4) and 252(d)(3».

In Order 90-920, sale of additional centrex lines to resellers in an arrangement involving eight or more
users was prohibited; later thl~ prohibition was lifted. Currently there is limited resale of centrex services by
resellers in Oregon. Resellers of centrex services must pay a surcharge. Order 94-1055. Other resale
restrictions exist. An example of prohibition on resale can be found in a tariff filed by U S West
Communications, Inc., labeled 5. EXCHANGE SERVICES. Section 5. lOB of this tariff states that any
customer of record who share" or resells service must subscribe to business service. Residential service may I,

not be resold. !
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The issue of retail rates vs. whol~~sale rates arose in phase n of Docket UM 351, but no difference between
retail rates and wholesale rates was proposed by OrPUC staff in that docket. A decision on this issue is
expected in May. In Docket UM 351, OrPUC staff proposed that the existing prohibitions on resale of
bundled services should be retained until after rates are rebalanced relative to incremental costs. OrPUC
staff further proposed that all use and user restrictions on LEC unbundled services should be eliminated,
although unbundled services would be available only to switched local service competitors (Le., Alternative
Exchange Carriers) until LEes' hundled service rates are rebalanced relative t.o incremental cost.

6. Number portability (Section Z51(b)(2) and 251(e»

The OrPUC established interim lumber portability in Order 96-021, pages 78-79.
In February. US West filed a tarl ff to offer number portability using remote call forwarding or Directory
Number Route Indexing. Additionally, the OrPUC established a work group to advise it on the timing and
implementation of a database number portability solution. The OrPUC desires to establish a database
number portability solution as so,m as possible. The first report from the work group is due in June 1996.

7. Dialing parity (Sections 251(1)(3).

Dialing parity is not required unoer OrPUC Order 88-666. There are two primary intrastate toll carriers in
Oregon: US West and GTE. GTE provides intrastate toll service for its own customers, and US West is the
designated carrier for the rest ofile state. A dial-around solution has been adopted to allow customers
access to other toll carriers. If GTE tries to enter the interLATA toll market in Oregon, the OrPUC is likely
to consider dialing parity issues. gain

8. Universal service (Section 25·~).

Oregon's state-wide universal set vice plan is described in Order 93-1133 and
Order 95-1103 The design obje! tives for Oregon's universal service effort are:

General A universal service func should (l) be administratively simple and low cost, (2) provide a
minimum amount of support lecessary to maintain affordable basic network access services, and (3)
require the price of basic ser Ice to cover costs prior to applying universal service credits.

Collection criteria (who pays): U:liversal service should (1) be supported by a. broad user base and (2) be as
competitively neutral as poss ble.

Distribution criteria (who receive~ Universal service should (1) maintain affordable basic local exchange
service, (2) promote operatio,! efficiency. and (3) eliminate artificial investment incentives.

The direction of this decision wa.. to make subsidies more explicit and to make them competitively neutral.
The OrPUC may seek additional legislative authority to require radio common carriers to contribute to
universal service. Oregon's universal service plan features compensation both to high-cost carriers and to
low-mcome mdividuals. Toll blocking is free to low-income customers. Targeted high-cost residential
customers will receive additional support if the OrPUC orders LECs to deaverage. Other techniques being
employed in Oregon to advance, ,niversal service goals include low service connection charges, low-cost
service options (e.g. budget m~"ured service), and elimination of mileage charges for rural customers.
Oregon participates in federal unversal service programs to assist low-income consumers. Oregon also
participates In the federal Telecommunications Relay Service program, and has its own program called the
Telecommunications Devices Ac. ess Program, available to speech- and hearing-impaired individuals. More
mformation on these programs i~ on the fact sheet labeled Residential Service Protection Fund.
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10. Geographic averaging (SecDon 2S4(g).

STATE RESPONSES - MARCH 8, 1996

Toll rates in Oregon are geographically averaged. US West is currently required to offer intraLATA toll
service on a state-wide average basis under its Alternative Fonn of Regulation plan, which expires at the
end of 1996. There are differencl':S in rates between interLATA toll charges and intraLATA toll charges, but
the differences are small. EAS Tales are not geographically averaged. LECs in Oregon may deaverage rates
in response to OrPUC-established competitive zones. ORS 759.050(5)(b). The OrPUC's universal service
policy includes a mechanism to assist high-cost residential customers in the event that rate deaveraging takes
place. The OrPUC is expected te address rate deaveraging in general in its order in Docket UM 351 to be
issued in May 1996.

Pennsylvania*

Debra Kriete 717-787-4301lfx5813[kriete@ermis.state.mi.us]

* See Volume vn for the Text of Orders referenced in this response.

1. Certification Requirements and Removal of Barriers to Entry (Section 253).
With the enactment of Chapter 30 of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 3001 et ~., in
1993. the Commission was giver the authority to cenify more than one local exchange telecommunications
company to provide local telecommunications service. See 66 Pa. C.S. § 3009(a). 66 Pa. C.S. § 3009(a)
requires that applications to prOVIde competitive local service be granted "upon a shOWing that it is in the
public interest and that the applicant possesses sufficient technical, financial and managerial resources." 66
Pa. C. S. § 3009(a) makes no dis inction between facilities-based and resale carriers and, thus, the
Commission has applied its requ rements to facilities-based and resale local exchange service alike.

Smce It is generally agreed that he son of "fitness showing" required by 66 Pa. C.S. § 3009(a) would in all
likehhood be perceived as a bamer to entry under the federal Act, the Commission is presently considering
modifications to its current procedures to comply with the Telecommunications Act of 1996, and will soon
be releasing an order seeking comment on this and other issues raised by the Act which will have an impact
upon current Commission procecures. In the interim. in lieu of the traditional "fitness showing", the
CommiSSIOn will be asking panil~s to suggest procedures which the Commission might use until its final
order or rules on this issue can Ie made effective

Prior to passage of the Act. the :ommission had cenificated four alternative providers pursuant to 66 Pa.
C S § 3009. It is the Commission's understanding that the services of almost all of these alternative
prov Iders are to be offered on a tesale basis. Additionally, these providers were all seeking fairly limited
authority to offer various busine.s service offerings to business customers. However, since these alternative
proVIders have not been offerinE service for any length of time., their competitive impact at this time is
believed to be minimal. In the fi ~st application filed after passage of the federal Act, AT&T on March 1,
1996. has asked for authority to provide local exchange service to both business and residential customers.
It is unclear to the Commission It this time. however.. which markets in Pennsylvania the AT&T application
covers

2. Interconnection and CoUocation (Sections 251(a)(1), (cU2), & (C)6.

In a recent Opinion and Order entered October 4, 1995, the Pennsylvania P.U.C. approved four CLEC
applications for local exchange ~ervice at Docket Nos. A-310203FOOO2, et. al. In the October 4, 1995
Opinion and Order, the Pennsyl 'ania P U.C directed the four CLECs and Bell Atlantic-Pa., Inc.:
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.. to negotiate a resolution of the reciprocal compensation for the termination of local calls
issue. MFS and Bell shall arrive at a negotiated solution which shall be presented for
Commission consideration on or before October 31, 1995. If, however, a proposed solution
is not presented for oUI consideration on or before October 31, 1995, the Commission shall
then enter an Opinion and Order disposing of the issue. In such an event, the Commission
proposes to adopt such an order by November 31 1995.

Ordering Paragraph No.5, page 93.

109

However, since only the negotIations between MCImetro and Bell Atlantic-Pa. were productive, and the
remaining three CLECs and Bell Atlantic-Pa. were unable to agree on an interim compensation rate for the
termination of local calls, the Pennsylvania P.U.C. ordered a slight modification to the interconnection
arrangement proposed by MCI and Bell Atlantic-Pa. This modified interconnection arrangement would
initially govern the interconnection arrangements between Bell Atlantic and all four CLECs for the start-up
of local exchange competition In Pennsylvania until the development of a permanent rate in the
Commissions's Universal Servlce Investigation at Docket No. 1-00940035. The interim interconnection
arrangement ordered by the Pennsylvania P.U.c. for all CLECs is as follows:

I. The parties agree to proceed promptly with all interconnection arrangements necessary for the
exchange of traffic between Mel and Bell.
2. The parties agree to track all traffic between those facilities from the time that service is established
until a permanent interconnection arrangement is established.
3. The panies will set upm escrow account and each pany will pay into that account until such time
as a permaneiu interconnection arrangement is established by the Commission. At that time, the amounts
owed to each pany from the iDitiation of interconnection will be determined, based upon the permanent
Interconnection arrangement. and there will be a "true-up" of the amounts owed to each pany.

a Within ten (10:1 business days of the installation of the first trunk for local interconnection,
the partIes will establish an escrow fund. Each party will deposit $5,000 into the escrow fund within two (2)
busmess days of the date the fund is established.

b Commencing upon the first business day of each month following installation of the first
trunk for local interconnection md until such time as the escrow fund is terminated, Bell will deposit $3,250
IOto the fund and MCI will deposit $3,250 into the fund. These amounts are to apply up to and including 8
local T-1 trunks for each party All funds paid into escrow are subject to reconciliation following the
adoption of a permanent intercllnnection rate.
4. In order to quickJy establish the CLECs as physical co-carriers, each CLEC and Bell must agree to
lnterim physical and technical nterconnection including the provision of loc:al interconnection facilities.

In addition. It IS important to fIOte that the Commission instituted a second phase of the proceeding at A­
310203FOOO2. et. a1. Phase Two was instituted to develop rules and procedures to assure full and fair
competition in the local exchange market. It involves such generic issues as unbundling, number portability,
uniform standards for intercomlection. resale and sharing. non-discriminatory pricing by Bell for its network
components. and access to con,luits and rights of way

(See copies of Orders at Docket Nos. A-310203FOOO2 et. al entered October 4, 1995, and December 30,
1995. Also see copies of inten n interconnections between Bell and MCI).

The Pennsylvania PUC's Octoher 4, 1995 Opinion and Order at Docket Nos. A-310203F0002 et. al also
directed Bell and the CLECs tt enter into reciprocal interoffice trooking arrangements to allow the efficient
and uninterrupted transmission of local and interLATA traffic between the IWTiers' respective networks.
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In addition, Bell and the CLEC s were directed to enter into arrangements that include all appropriate in­
band signalling and common channel signalling ("SS7") between the respective carrier's networks, switches,
and signalling systems. The Commission further expects Bell and the CLECs to engineer its ponion of
transmission facilities tenninating at traffic exchange meet-points to provide the same grade and quality of
service between its switches and the other carriers' network as it provides in its own network (e.g., between
its tandems and Class 5 offices At a minimum, transmission facilities should be arranged in a sufficient
quantity to each traffic exchan8e meet-point to provide P.OI grade of service. Circuit quality and signalling
should be at least equal 0 inter· machine trunks, with transmission of the calling patty's number in both
directions. The Pennsylvania P U.C. also permitted these technical details to be altered or expanded upon in
conjunction with Phase 2 of thl proceeding

In 52 Pa. Code §69.31l, the Pennsylvania P.U.C. established a Policy Statement on Expanded
Interconnection for Intrastate Special Access Services. This Policy Statement is quoted as follows:
(a) The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) requires Tier I Local Exchanges Carriers to offer
expanded interconnection for interstate special access to all interested panies. Tier 1 Local Exchange
Carriers are required to offer physical collocation to all interconnectors and the Local Exchange Carriers are
free to negotiate vinual collocation arrangements if both panies prefer this arrangement over physical
collocation.
(b) The FCC will permit ller I Local Exchange Carriers to file a petition for exemption from physical
collocation. but envisions only one of the following justifications:

(1 ) The lack of central office space to accommodate physical collocation.
(2) A decision by., state legislature or state public utility regulatory agency, after a "formal

proceeding" allowing interesteci panies a reasonable opponunity to be heard, in favor of vinual collocation
for intrastate expanded interconnection or permitting the Local Exchange Carriers to select the fonn of
collocation for intrastate expanded interconnection.
;; c ! It IS the Commission's policy to pennit Tier 1 Local Exchange Carriers to offer, on a
nondiscriminatory basis, expanded interconnection for intrastate special access either on a physical or vinual
collocatIon basis. The expanded interconnection for intrastate special access that is offered on a vinual
collocation basis shall be techmcal ly , economically and operationally comparable to the physical collocation
[hal IS being offered. The Tier 1 Local Exchange Carriers and interconnectors may negotiate mutually
acceptable arrangements on an mdlvidual basis, which will be tariffed to fadlitate regulatory review and
enforcement of nondiscriminati;ry requirements

The Pennsylvania P.U.c. also mitiated a Generic Investigation on Expanded Interconnection for Intrastate
Special Access by its FebruaT} 1993 Order at Docket No. M-00920376. This Investigation was subsequently
divided into two phases - Pha'e ] (issues related to special access collocation) and Phase II (issues related to
SWitched access collocation)

Phase I was funher divided imo Phase IA (issues related to equipment, technical, security and protection
standards for both switched and special access) and Phase IB (issues related to special access collocation
pricing and cost issues as well as local transport interconnection).

By Opinion and Order entered January 6, 1994. at Docket No. M-00920376, the Commission adopted the
ALl's Recommended Decision which set fonh: (a) the establishment of interconnect equipment
standardization; (b) developme:nt of security guidelines; (c) establishment of protection standards; and (d)
establishment of technical standards for both physical and vinual collocation. More generally, the
Pennsylvania P. U.C. directed.hat where applicable, the interstate special access collocation technical and
security standards adopted by he FCC in its Expanded Interconnection Order and Special Access
Collocation Tariff Order and incorporated in the Tier I LEC interstate collocation tariffs should also be
adopted in the intrastate specill access collocation tariffs filed by the LECs.
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Furthermore, each Tier 1 LEC has filed specific tariff references setting forth standards to govern the
operation of LEC, IXC and CAP personnel in a physical collocation environment. These standards are
designed to protect the security 0" LEC central office facilities. In addition, Tier 1 LECs have filed specific
tariff references setting forth guidelines for handling both collocator and LEC confidential infonnation. Each
Tier I LEC has also filed specifit tariff references describing how vinual collocation will be provided so as
to ensure that vinual collocation 5 technically comparable to physical collocation. These standards include
repair intervals, resolution of seT 'ice problems and technical parameters

By Opinion and Order entered April 8, 1994, at Docket No. M-00920376, the Pennsylvania P.U.C.
ordered, relative to Phase IB of !he Generic Investigation, that the Tier I Local Exchange Companies shall
file with the Pennsylvania P.V.C intrastate special access expanded interconnection tariffs which mirror the
rates of the Tier I LECs for interstate special access expanded interconnection.

By Opinion and Order entered March 31, 1995, at Docket No. M-00920376, the Pennsylvania P.U.c.
ordered, relative to Phase 2 of the Generic Investigation, that Tier 1 Lees shall file with the Pennsylvania
P. V .C. intrastate switched acces! virtual expanded interconnection tariffs which mirror the rate structure for
all rate elements contained in the interstate switched access expanded interconnection tariffs for vinual
collocation which were filed win the FCC on September 1, 1994. For each vinual expanded
mterconnection rate element, the Tier 1 LECs may file with the Pennsylvania P.U.C. either: 1) rates which
mirror the LEC's interstate switched access expanded interconnection rates for virtual collocation, supponed
by the data submitted to the FCC in suppon of their respective interstate rates, and any additional cost data
necessary to suppon the intrastate mirroring of the interstate rates; or (2) different intrastate rates which are
supponed by appropriate intrastate cost data. If a LEC files intrastate switched access expanded
mterconnection rates that are different from its interstate rates, all panies may challenge those rates in
mdividual tariff proceedings Th~ March 31, 1995 Order also directed that if a Tier 1 LEC has filed its
local transport restructure (LTR tariff by December 31, 1994, the intrastate switched access expanded
mterconneclion tariff of that LE(' shall not become effective until that LEC's intrastate LTR tariff has
become effective. Also, if the HT because of its investigation, requires the Tier I LECs to revise the
tariffs, lhe LECs agree to file wthin thirty (3) days of such an FCC order, intrastate tariffs mirroring the
FCC required changes to those I,ortions of the interstate tariffs which were initially mirrored by that LEC,
along with all material submltte( to the FCC in suppon of the interstate tariff filings, including cost support
mformation and any additional C:lst suppon data necessary to support the intrastate tariff changes. Finally,
the March 31, 1995 Order direced that if the FCC or the courts impose different rate levels or rate
structure for SWitched access expanded interconnection, and if a Tier I LEC has elected to mirror the
Interstate rates for switched acct'SS expanded interconnection rates in its intrastate filing, then that LEC shall
also mlTTor any FCC or court 0 dered remedy for intrastate expanded interconnectors.

In addition, in the Pennsylvania P. u.c. '5 October 4, 1995 Opmion and Order at Docket Nos. A-
310203FOOO2 et. al, the Comml ssion established a Phase II proceeding wherein Bell was directed to file a
proposal addressing co-carrier interconnection arrangements with Bell's interoffice trunking, central office
and tandem switching and netwl Irk signalling facilities and functionalities, and all other relevant technical
matters pertaining to the provisrm of local exchange service by a co-carrier. The results from this
proceeding IS still pending.

3(al Unbundled Access (Sef1ion 251(c)(3), 251(d)(1» ..

The legislative mandate under Chapter 30 of the Public Utility Code (66 Pa. C.S. Chapter 30) requires the
Pennsylvania P. U .C. to determ' ne whether incumbent and competitive local exchange companies are
complying with the following provisions:
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(1) The local exchange company shall unbundle each basic service function on which the competitive
service depends and shall make the basic service functions separately available to any customer under
nondiscriminatory tariffed terms and conditions, including price, that are identical to those used by the local
exchange telecommunications company and its affiliates in providing its competitive service.

(2) The price which a locai exchange telecommunications charges for a competitive service shall not
be less than the rates charged to others for any basic service functions used by the local exchange
telecommunications company or i~ affiliates to provide the competitive service. Revenues from rates for
access services reflected in the priie of competitive services shall be included in the total revenues produced
by the noncompetitive services.

(3) Tariffs or price lists for competitive services filed with the commission shall either be in the
public records or, if the commission detennines that the rates are proprietary, be filed under seal and made
available under the terms of an appropriate protective agreement of the type used in cases before the
comnllssion.

In the Pennsylvania P.U.C. 's October 4, 1995 Opinion and Order at Docket Nos. A-310203FOOO2 et. al,
the Pennsylvania P. U.C. established a Phase n proceeding wherein Bell was ordered to file a proposal
addressing co-carrier access to Ben's data bases, such as the line information data base, the utilization of
technical network access interconnection and interoperability standards with a (:o-carrier's network, the use
of Bell's billing records by a co-carrier, and all other technical matters pertaining to the provision of local
exchange service by a co-carrier. These matters are still pending before the Pennsylvania P.U.C.

.Hb). Pricing of Unbundled A«:cess (Sections 25l(c)(3) and 252(d)(1».

Many of these questions remain unresolved at this point in Pennsylvania. However, in the Pennsylvania
PU.C's October 4.1995 Opinion and Order at Docket Nos. A-310203FOOO2 et. al, the Commission
established a Phase II proceeding wherein Bell was required to file an unbundling proposal to separately
pnce the vanous types of facilities necessary to providing local exchange service. Bell was directed to
ITIclude proposed rate informatior regarding the unbundled elements and functionalities for its local service
loops in its proposal The costing for these facilities are measured using TSLRlC. In addition, the panies
were directed to reflect a propon on share of joint and common costs, as well as other legitimate costs, in
the costing component. Bell was 'unher directed to apply the cost allocation/cost of service findings to its
unbundling tariffs and shall submn any new tariffs that may be warranted or required. Responses to Bell's
proposal were assigned to a heanng before an Administrative Law Judge .. The: results of this proceeding are
stJll pending

3(c). Rates. Terms, and Conditions (Sections 251(c)(2)(d) and 252(d)(1) ..

See responses to Questions #2 a1 d #3(a) and #3(b).

4. Mutual Compensation iReciprocal Compensation) (Sections 251(b)(5) and 252(d)(2».

See response to Question #2

5. ResaJe (Sections 251 (b), I) & (c)(4) and 252(d)(3».

Resale of local exchange service is permitted for shared tenant service providers (STS), which can provide
local exchange service to the tenants of "intelligent buildings." STS providers are not regulated by the
Pennsylvania P. U.C., except fOI market entry and tariff/rate regulation if they also provide resale of
interexchange long-distance seT' Ices.



STATE RESPONSES - MARCH 8,1996 113

The Pennsylvania P.D.C. al.so preserves the right of build~ tenants, where f:he building is served by an
STS provider, to s~lect the Incumbent local exc~ge came~ (LEC) ~ a provIder of local e~~hange service.
Tbe price differenual for STS loca exchange servIce resale IS essentially based on the prOVIsIon of "bulk"

cess by the incumbent LEC to the STS provider, e.g., through the use of Direct Inward Dialing (DID)
~~nks The STS provider is then able to provide local service at a discount over the incumbent LEC's
tariffed local exchange rates. Thel;TS local interconnection rates with the incwnbent LEC's network may
he based on both cost-of-service aId "value of service" principles

A form of local exchange service I esale also takes place from independent customer-owned coin operated
telepbones (COCOTs). COCOT stations may be charged for local interconnection by the incumbent LECs a
flat monthly rate, e.g., a flat monthly basic local exchange service rate for single-line business customers,
and a per call charge. Under existing regulations, the price for local calls made from COCOT stations is
generally similar to that of calls that are made from LEC-owned payphones, e.g., $0.25 per local call.

Under the applicable provisions 01 Chapter 30 of Pennsylvania's Public Utility Code governing LEC
alternative regulation and network modernization plans, if a service of LEC is found to be competitive and
deregulated, then, the LEC "...shall not maintain or impose any resale or sharing restrictions on any service
which the [pennsylvania P.D.C.] nnds to be competitive." 66 Pa. C.S. § 3005(g)(1). So far, only one
alternative regulation and network modernization plan has been approved by the Pennsylvania P.U.c. for
Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc. (Hell Atlantic-Pa.), at Docket No. P..()()930715, through an Order entered
m June 28, 1994. Under this Order certain services of Bell Atlantic-Pa. were found to be competitive and

deregulated. Although a subsequent appellant ruling by Pennsylvania's Conunonwealth Coun reversed this
finding of the Pennsylvania P D.( ,the Pennsylvania P.D.C. has not implemented the Coun's ruling and
'las appealed the Court's decision :.0 the Pennsylvania Supreme Court ..

One of the Bell Atlantic-Pa. servi,;es that was found to be competitive and was deregulated with the
Permsylvania P.U.c.'s June 28, 1994, Order at Docket No., P-D0930715, was the Centrex service. It is
unknown at this time if Bell Atlar:ric-Pa. 's Centrex service is being resold and under what terms and
,;onditions Prior to the deregulatl:)n of its Centrex service, Bell Atlantic-Pa. was able to offer Centrex
,erVlce both under regular tariff r rovisions as well as under individual Customized Design and Pricing
()ption (CPOm contracts.

SImilarly, the Pennsylvania P, U. t'. in the same proceeding also found that Bell Atlantic-Pa. 's Directory and
Directory Advertising services Wf~re competitive and deregulated. This ruling is also subject to the same
appellate proceedings outlined abllve. However, the Pennsylvania P, U.c. also ruled that Bell Atlantic-Pa. 's
directory listings data base is a basic service function (BSF) which should be made available to directory
publishers on a non-discriminatmy basis as a tariffed service offering. Pennsylvania P.U.c. v. Bell Atlantic­
Pa~!!f,;. Docket No R-009431 ~ 8, Order entered October 31, 1994.

6. Number Portability (Section 25Hb)(2) and 25He».

In an Opinion and Order entered October 4. 1995, in Docket No. A-310203F002 et al. [Footnote - See
Application of MFS Intelenet of Pennsylvania, Incorporated for a certificate of public convenience and
necessity in order to operate as c local exchange teleconununications company in the areas served by Bell
Telephone Company of Pennsyl\- ania within the Philadelphia and Pittsburgh LATAs, and to establish
specific policies and requirement, for the interconnection of competing local exchange networks, Docket
No. A-310203FOOO2; Applicatiol of TCG Pittsburgh for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
to Operate as a Local Exchange felecommunications Company in the Pittsburgh LATA, Docket No. A­
310213FOOO2; Application of Mel Metro Access Transmission Services, Inc., for a Cenificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to p. ovide and Resell Local Exchange Telecommunications Services in


